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COMMENT ON THE APPLICATION REGARDING THE GENERIC NAME 
“APUS ” AS USED IN THE CLASSES CRUSTACEA AND AVES 

RESPECTIVELY 


(Commission Reference : Z.N.(S.) 1020) 

(For the proposal in this case see 1955, Bull, zool. Nomencl. 12 : 67-85) 


(a) By PAUL TASCH 

(University of Wichita , Kansas , U.S.A.) 


(Letter dated 31st July 1956) 

A recent note by the Commission appearing in Science , 26th December 1955, 
read : “ Lepidurus Leach, 1819 validation ; Triops Schrank, 1803—determination 
of gender and designation of type species for (Class Crustacea, Order Decapoda) 

I should like to discuss the second item. The Order is incorrectly given. The 
Order should be Notostraca. In addition, I wish to contest the propriety of 
restoring the name Triops. I think Triops should be replaced by Apus for the 
following reasons :— 

(1) The most cogent argument for validation of the name Apus and rejection 
of the name Triops has been given by a foremost student of the notostracans, 
R. Gurney (1923, “ Notes on some British and North African specimens of Apus 
cancriformis Schaeffer ” (Ann. Mag. nat. Hist (9) 11 : 496-502)). The essence 
of his thesis is : 

(a) The name Apus cancriformis has been used for generations. This form has 

been widely figured in zoological literature. Writers on zoological subjects 
continue to use this name, whereas systematists have replaced it by 
Triops. 

One of the leading students of notostracans, Folke Linder (1952, 
“ Contributions to the morphology and taxonomy of the Branchiopoda 
Notostrac, with special reference to the N.A. species ” ( Proc. U.S. nat. 
Mus. 102 : 1-69) wrote : “ I fully agree with Gurney and Barnard that 
the name of Triops Schrank, 1803, p. 180, 251 (sometimes spelled Triopes 
or Thriops , ought to be rejected ” (footnote, idem : 52). 

These views were endorsed by the present writer (1955, J. Paleont. 
29(3) : 556-556 ; 29(6) : Paleontologic Notes). 

(b) Until the introduction of the Rules, no ambiguity ever attached to the name 

Apus applied to the branchiopod crustacean. 

(c) Scopoli's original use of the name is itself ambiguous since he applied Apus 

to the bird that had become known as Cypselus , and on a preceding 
page applied the name Apos to the anostracan now known as Branchipus. 
Hence, the argument that Apus is occupied applying to a bird is in error 
since Apos applied to a branchiopod used on an earlier page, actually 
had priority over Apus. Thus, the transference of the name Apus to 
a bird is, in fact itself a violation of the Rules. 
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(2) Schrank (1803, Fauna Boica. 3 : 1-272) used the name Triopes palustris 
(p. 251) and Triops (p. 180). In the synonymy that Schrank gives (p. 261), it is 
of interest that he does not cite Scopoli. Rather he lists Limulus palustris Muller 
and Monoculus apus L. In other words, Schrank did not erect the new name 
Triops or Triopes in order to replace the Apus or Apos of Scopoli. If he did, 
it is most curious that Scopoli is not mentioned in the synonomy he gives. Yet it 
is from Scopoli’s use of the name Apus that the argument of its being an occupied 
name arises. This argument was first advanced by Keilhack (1910). Although 
he used the name Triops in 1909 in a handbook on German Phyllopods, no argument 
was given at that time for its use. (Cf. Keilhack (L.), 1910, “ Zur Nomenklatura 
der deutschen Phyllopoden ” (Wurzburg, Zool. Ann. 3 : 177-184).) 

(3) Now Keilhack’s argument {idem : 181) was that Apos Scopoli is a synonym 
of Branchipus Schaeffer and that his Apus applied to the bird known by the 
generic name of Cypselus. Hence, he was satisfied that Apus in any form 
was a preoccupied name. However, there are several aspects to consider that 
shed a different light on the matter. If, as argued by Gurney (and agreed in by the 
present writer) Apos has priority over Apus, then Apus is not an occupied name. 
Although it is true as Gurney pointed out that it is a homonym by Article 34 of the 
International Rules, this, in itself, is not the most important desideratum. In 
addition, Schrank’s Triops was invalid at the time it was proposed (1803) because 
it was not erected to replace Scopoli’s genus Apus and the genus which it was 
erected to replace was not itself invalid at the time. Keilhack’s argument in 1910 
cannot establish belatedly the validity of the Rules in the year 1803. This would 
be like living backwards. I feel that we must let each taxonomy be sufficient 
unto its own day and evaluate it in the context of its times, the contemporary 
practices, knowledge, misconceptions, etc. Proceeding as Keilhack did, we would 
rewrite all of history and much of the history of science to bring it up to date. 

(4) Thus there is a multipronged argument against the acceptance of Triops 
and rejection of Apus. These can be summarised as follows : 

(a) World wide usage in zoological literature of the name Apus with no confusion 

resulting, up to the time of Keilhack (1910). 

(b) The contradictory usage by Scopoli of Apos and Apus. 

(c) The multiple spelling of the name Triops by Schrank, and the fact that he 

did not indicate that he was replacing Scopoli’s name Apos or Apus, 

rather that he was replacing names not then occupied. 

(d) No set of Rules should be made retroactive in a way to rewrite the history 

of actual events. As matters stand, Keilhack, in 1910, is creeping into 

Schrank’s mind, putting words in Schrank’s mouth in the year 1803. 

This impresses the writer as an absurdity. 

(5) In the event that the Commission holds that Triops has long since been 
validated I urge it to reopen the matter. The very question it now is considering, 
i.e. the gender and type species of Triops , better than anything else, indicates the 
confusion surrounding use of this name. By contrast, no confusion is possible 
for Apus {A. cancriformis). No zoologist anywhere in the world would, on reading 
this last name, think it was a bird or an anostracan. Instantaneous recognition 
that it was a notostracan would obtain. 

(6) Even though by “ letter of the law ” reading, Keilhack’s argument can be 
sustained it seems advisable to heed the consensus of some of the world’s leading 
students of the notostracans that Apus prevail and Triops be rejected. 

(7) In the Branchiopoda section of the Treatise on Invertebrate Paleontology 
(in press), the writer has used the name Apus in the unit on Notostraca. 
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(b) By WALTER G. MOORE 

(Loyola University , New Orleans , U.S.A.) 

(Enclosure to a letter from Dr. Holthuis dated 1st October 1966) 

I shall be sorry to stop using the name Apus for the Notostracan, but you have 
presented a very convincing case as to the necessity for such a change. 


SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSALS BY V. JAANUSSON ON 
THE FOLLOWING NAMES IN THE CLASS TRILOBITA 
“ASAPHUS ” BRONGNIART, 1822, AND « CRYPTONYMUS ” 
EICHWALD, 1825 (V. JAANUSSON) 


(a) By C. J. STUBBLEFIELD 

(Geological Survey and Museum , London) 


(Commission References : Z.N.(S.) 636, 1068) 

(For the proposals in these cases see Bull . zool. Nomencl. 12 : 90-96, 60-64) 

(Letter dated 5th October 1956) 


I support Dr. Jaanusson’s proposal that the well-known name Asaphus 
Brongniart, 1822, be validated and that Cryptonymus Eichwald, 1825, be suppressed 
for purposes of the Law of Priority but not for those of the Law of Homonymy. 
I consider both proposals would legalise current usage and would be in the interests 
of nomenclatorial stability. 


(b) By CHRISTIAN POULSEN 

(Universitetets Mineralogisk-Oeologiske Institute Copenhagen) 


(Letter dated 5th October 1956) 


I heartily support the applications made by Dr. V. Jaanusson regarding the 
name Asaphus Brongniart, 1822 (Class Trilobita), and the name Cryptonymus 
Eichwald, 1825 (Class Trilobita), and I highly recommend the procedure proposed 
in connection with these applications. 



